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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


Why psychiatrists can't stop 
mass killings 

By Arthur Berg and John R. Lott Jr. 

More money for mental 
health won’t stop mass murderers. 

With the Santa Barbara 
killings, mental health is again the 
central focus. Sen. Richard Blumenthal 
(D-Conn.) is pushing for more 
resources on mental health “to make 
sure that these kinds of horrific, insane, 
mad occurrences are stopped and the 
Congress will be complicit if we fail to 
act.” 

But the killer, Elliot Rodger, 
had already been receiving top-quality 
mental-health counseling for years. 
One of his psychiatrists, Dr. Charles 
Sophy, is nationally known and medical 
director for the LA County Department 
of Children and Family Services. 

Rodger had, in fact, been 
seeing multiple psychiatrists. It’s not 
obvious how more money would have 
helped. 

It’s very common for mass 
killers to be seeing psychiatrists before 
their attacks, including, Adam Lanza 
(Sandy Hook elementary), James 
Holmes (“Batman” movie theater) and 
Seung-Hui Cho (Virginia Tech). 

Again, these mass killers 
certainly didn’t lack mental health care. 
The problem was that even top 
psychiatrists failed to identify real 
threats. 

Yet psychiatrists have 
strong incentives to get the diagnosis 
right. They have legal obligations to 
inform authorities of a threat. Families 
of those killed by Holmes sued his 
psychiatrist for not recommending that 
Holmes be confined. 

Monday morning 

quarterbacking is always easy. What 
seem like obvious telltale signs in 


retrospect are not so obvious before 
the attack, even to the experts. 

Nor is there much benefit to 
overly stigmatizing mental illness 
generally. Extremely few of those with 
mental illness go on to become killers. 
Even among schizophrenics, the rate is 
much less than one person out of every 
100 , 000 . 

Renee Binder, the 
president-elect of the American 
Psychiatric Association, advocates “a 
Gun Violence Restraining Order, a 
mechanism that would allow those 
closest to a troubled individual to act 
when there are warning signs or 
indications that person is at risk for 
violence.” 

Sorry, that won’t really help. 
Set aside the fact that half of Rodger’s 
killings were stabbings; it’s just not hard 
to get guns illegally — especially if 
you’re willing to spend months or years 
planning your attack, as virtually all of 
these killers do. 

There are no cheap or easy 
answers. If someone poses a true 
danger to others, why not lock them 
up? Or provide outpatient care-givers 
to monitor them? 

No one wants a dangerous 
person to have a weapon. But our 
mental-health system simply can’t be 
the last line of defense. There are just 
too many mistakes. Potential victims 
need to be able to defend themselves. 

— New York Post, June 1,2014 

Memo to gun-control 
advocates: Even Elliot Rodger 
believed guns would have 
deterred him 

By Dr. John R. Lott Jr. 

Elliot Rodger, the 22-year- 
old who killed six innocent people in 


California last Friday, spent over a year 
meticulously planning his attack. 

His 141-page “manifesto” 
makes it clear that he feared someone 
with a gun could stop him before he 
was able to kill a lot of people: “Another 
option was Isla Vista's Deltopia spring 
break party. But after watching 
YouTube videos of previous Deltopia 
parties, I saw that there were way too 
many cops. It would be impossible to 
kill enough of my enemies before being 
dispatched by those damnable cops.” 

Many gun-control 

advocates dismiss the notion that guns 
can deter these killers. In April, UCLA 
Professor Adam Winkler noted: “many 
shooters don’t really care whether it is 
a gun-free zone or not, they are just 
there to kill people and they expect to 
die.” 

Indeed, Rodger did commit 
suicide after he had killed others. But 
he was clear that it was important to kill 
as many people as possible before 
that. 

With the exception of the 
police, Santa Barbara County, where 
Isla Vista is located, is essentially a 
gun-free zone. As of February 2014, 
there were only 53 individuals with a 
concealed handgun permit in the 
county. 

All the weapons and 
magazines involved in the attack 
complied with California’s strict laws. 
But these regulations didn’t stop 
Rodger. 

Deterrence matters. As my 
research with Bill Landes at the 
University of Chicago found, letting 
people defend themselves doesn’t just 
prevent these attacks from occurring, it 
also limits the harm should the attack 
occur. 

At some point, the fact that 
virtually all these mass shootings take 







place where victims are defenseless is 
going to have to matter. 

- www.foxnews.com 2014/05/28 

Defector from Hamas Speaks 

Remarks of Mosab Hassan Yousef 

[The Palestinian Islamic 
organization] Hamas does not care 
about the lives of Palestinians, does 
not care about the lives of Israelis, or 
Americans; they don’t care about their 
own lives. They consider dying for the 
sake of their ideology a way of worship. 

Hamas is not seeking 
coexistence and compromise; Hamas 
is seeking conquest. The destruction of 
the state of Israel is not Hamas’ final 
destination. Hamas’ final destination is 
building a Khilafah [caliphate], an 
Islamic state on the rubble of every 
other civilization. These are the 
ultimate goals of the movement. 

— MSNBC interview posted 
July 29, 2014 on 

www.thepoliticalinsider.com 

Mosab Hassan Yousef is a 
Hamas defector whose father is West 
Bank Hamas leader Sheik Hassan 
Yousef. Brought up to be his father's 
heir as a Hamas leader, he became 
disaffected with that movement, 
became a Christian, and now lives in 
California. He has written a book, Son 
of Hamas. He believes that the 
Christian mandate to “love your 
enemies” is the only way to peace in 
the Middle East. 

Islamic State cites Islamic law 
to justify enslaving women 
and girls in Iraq 

The Islamic State said it 
enslaved families from the minority 
Yazidi sect in Iraq, in what it praised as 
the revival of an ancient custom of 
using women and children as spoils of 
war. 

In an article in its English- 
language online magazine Dabiq, the 
group provides what it says is religious 
justification for the enslavement of 
defeated "idolaters". 

The ancient custom of 
enslavement had fallen out of use 
because of deviation from true Islam, 
but was revived when fighters overran 
Yazidi villages in Iraq's Sinjar region. 

"After capture, the Yazidi 
women and children were divided 
according to the Shariah [Islamic law] 
amongst the fighters of the Islamic 
State who participated in the Sinjar 
operations, after one fifth of the slaves 
were transferred to the Islamic State's 
authority to be divided as khums," it 
said. Khums is a traditional tax on the 
spoils of war. 


"This large-scale 

enslavement of mushrik (idolater) 
families is probably the first since the 
abandonment of Shariah law," it said. 

The cover of the magazine 
shows a picture of St Peter's Basilica in 
Rome, with an Islamic State black flag 
superimposed in place of the cross. 
Inside it features photos of the group's 
arsenal of heavy weaponry and what it 
says is the final letter from an American 
journalist the group beheaded. 

The article confirms 
practices documented by Human 
Rights Watch, which says Yazidi 
women and girls were forced to marry 
Islamic State fighters and shipped out 
in busloads from Iraq to Syria to be 
sold off as prizes. 

Islamic State practices a 
harsh form of Sunni Islam and has 
declared its leader Abu Bakr al- 
Baghdadi the ruler of the entire Muslim 
world. Mainstream Sunni scholars have 
denounced the group and its 
interpretation of Islam. 

The Dabiq article said 
fighters were reviving a practice of the 
companions of the Prophet Mohammad 
by enslaving enemies. Enslaving 
women and forcing them to become 
wives reduces sin by protecting men 
from being tempted into adultery, it 
said. 

"One should remember that 
enslaving (non-believers) and taking 
their women as concubines is a firmly 
established aspect of the Shariah, that 
if one were to deny or mock, he would 
be denying or mocking the verses of 
the Quran and the narrations of the 
Prophet," the article said. 

Fifteen-year-old Rewshe, 
one of several Yazidi girls who escaped 
Islamic State captivity, told Human 
Rights Watch that Islamic State fighters 
transported her with about 200 Yazidi 
women and girls on a convoy of four 
buses to Raqqa, their de facto capital in 
Syria. 

An Islamic State 
commander sold her and her 14-year- 
old sister to a fighter, who told her with 
pride that he had paid $1,000 for her. 
The fighter sold her sister to another 
fighter, Rewshe said. She escaped 
through an unlocked door while the 
man who bought her slept 

- Reuters, October 13, 2014 

Enforcement of Gun Laws 
Hinges on Local Sheriffs 
Interpretation of the Second 
Amendment 

Sheriff Mike Lewis 
considers himself the last man standing 
for the people of Wicomico County. 


“State police and highway 
patrol get their orders from the 
governor,” the Maryland sheriff said. “I 
get my orders from the citizens in this 
county.” 

With more states passing 
stronger gun control laws, rural sheriffs 
are taking the meaning of their age-old 
role as defenders of the Constitution by 
protesting such restrictions, News21 
found. 

Some are refusing to 
enforce the laws altogether. 

Sheriffs in New York, 
Colorado and Maryland argue that 
some gun control laws defy the Second 
Amendment and threaten rural culture. 

They’re joined by groups 
like Oath Keepers and the 
Constitutional Sheriffs and Peace 
Officers Association, both of which 
encourage law enforcement officers to 
take a stand against gun control laws. 

“The role of a sheriff is to be 
the interposer between the law and the 
citizen,” said Maryland Delegate Don 
Dwyer. “He should stand between the 
government and citizen in every issue 
pertaining to the law.” 

While the position of sheriff 
is not found in the U.S. Constitution, it 
is listed in state constitutions. Nearly 
all of America’s 3,080 sheriffs are 
elected, whereas state and city police 
are appointed. 

As president of the 
Maryland Sheriffs’ Association, Lewis 
testified against the state’s Firearms 
Safety Act (FSA) before it was enacted 
in 2013. 

He said he was inundated 
with [support] from people thanking him 
for standing up for gun rights. 

“I knew this was a local 
issue, but I also knew it had serious 
ramifications on the U.S. Constitution, 
specifically for our Second Amendment 
right,” said Lewis. “It ignited fire among 
sheriffs. Those in the rural areas all felt 
the way I did.” 

In New York, the state 
sheriff’s association has decried 
portions of the SAFE Act, and a handful 
of the state’s 62 sheriffs have vowed 
not to enforce the high-capacity 
magazine and assault-weapon bans. 

In Colorado 55 of the state’s 
62 sheriffs challenged the 
constitutionality of several 2013 gun 
control bills. 

A federal judge said the 
sheriffs couldn't sue as elected officials, 
so Weld County Sheriff John Cooke 
and eight other sheriffs sued as private 
citizens. Cooke was the lead plaintiff in 
the lawsuit, which a federal district 
judge threw out in June. He and the 
other plaintiffs are preparing an appeal. 




“It’s not (the judge’s) job to 
tell me what I can and can’t enforce,” 
Cooke said. “I’m still the one that has to 
say where do I put my priorities and 
resources? And it’s not going to be 
there.” 

Cooke keeps a novel-thick 
stack of praise and thank-you notes. 
He’ll run for a Colorado Senate seat in 
November. 

Lewis said sheriffs have a 
responsibility to push against what he 
sees as the federal government’s 
continual encroachment on citizens’ 
lives and rights. 

“Where do we draw a line?” 
he asked. “I made a vow and a 
commitment that as long as I’m the 
sheriff of this county I will not allow the 
federal government to come in here 
and strip my law-abiding citizens of the 
right to bear arms. If they attempt to do 
that it will be an all-out civil war. 
Because I will stand toe-to-toe with my 
people.” 

But Maryland Sen. Brian 
Frosh, an FSA sponsor, said Lewis’ 
understanding of a sheriff’s role is 
flawed. 

“If you are a sheriff in 
Maryland you must take an oath to 
uphold the law and the Constitution,” 
said Frosh, now the Democratic 
nominee for Maryland attorney general. 
“You can’t be selective. It’s not up to a 
sheriff to decide what’s constitutional 
and what isn’t. That’s what our courts 
are for.” 

Bronx County, New York, 
Sen. Jeffrey Klein, who co-sponsored 
the SAFE Act, said that constitutional 
sheriffs are not lawyers or judges, 
which means they are following their 
convictions instead of the Constitution. 

“We had lots of people 
come in (to testify against the bill) and 
without any basis say, This violates the 
Second Amendment,”’ Frosh said. 
“They can cite the Second Amendment, 
but they couldn’t explain why this 
violates it. And the simple fact is it does 
not. There is a provision of our 
Constitution that gives people rights 
with respect to firearms, but it’s not as 
expansive as many of these people 
think.” 

But sheriffs have the power 
to nullify, or ignore, a law if it is 
unconstitutional, Maryland Delegate 
Dwyer said. He said James Madison 
referred to nullification as the rightful 
remedy for the Constitution. 

Even though there are few 
gun crimes in rural areas, Sheriff 
Michael Carpinelli in Lewis County 
argues that people need guns for self- 
defense. 


“People rely on the police in 
an urban environment to come and 
protect you all the time,” he said. 
“People who live in a rural area also 
rely upon the police, but they realize 
that they live further out from those 
resources and that they may have to 
take action themselves.” 

Duke law professor Joseph 
Blocher said gun culture has varied in 
urban and rural areas for centuries. 

If former Arizona sheriff 
Richard Mack had it his way, there 
wouldn’t be a single gun control law in 
the U.S. 

“I studied what the 
Founding Fathers meant about the 
Second Amendment, the right to keep 
and bear arms, and the conclusion is 
inescapable,” said Mack, the founder of 
the Constitutional Sheriffs and Peace 
Officers Association. “There’s no way 
around it. Gun control in America is 
against the law.” 

He knows his no¬ 
compromise stance has cost him and 
the CSPOA the support of some 
sheriffs and law enforcement 
organizations, and resulted in civil 
rights agencies labeling CSPOA an 
anti-government “patriot group.” 

But Mack, the former sheriff 
in Arizona’s rural Graham County, is 
not letting up. His conviction is central 
to the ideology of CSPOA, which he 
founded in 2011 to “unite all public 
servants and sheriffs, to keep their 
word to uphold, defend, protect, 
preserve and obey” the Constitution. 

CSPOA has ties to Oath 
Keepers, an organization founded in 
2009 with a similar goal to unite 
veterans, law enforcement officers and 
first-responders who pledge to keep 
their oath to “defend the Constitution 
against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic.” Mack serves on the Oath 
Keepers Board of Directors. 

Oath Keepers has active 
chapters in 48 states and the District of 
Columbia, and an estimated 
membership of 40,000. Its website 
features a declaration of “orders we will 
not obey,” including those to disarm 
Americans, impose martial law and 
blockade cities. 

CSPOA grabbed media 
attention in February with 484 sheriffs - 
- as of late July - professing opposition 
to federal gun control. 

Only 16 of those 484 are 
listed as CSPOA members. 

Some sheriffs perceive 
Oath Keepers and CSPOA as too 
radical to associate with. 

“This is such a new idea for 
so many sheriffs that it’s hard for them 
to swallow it,” Mack said. “They’ve 


fallen into the brainwashing and the 
mainstream ideas that you just have to 
go after the drug dealers and the DUIs 
and serve court papers — and that the 
federal government is the supreme law 
of the land.” 

The Southern Poverty Law 
Center, a civil rights nonprofit that 
classifies and combats hate and 
extremist groups, included both 
CSPOA and Oath Keepers on its list of 
1,096 anti-government “patriot” groups 
active in 2013. 

The SPLC did not return 
requests for comment 

Franklin Shook, an Oath 
Keepers board member, said the 
organization doesn’t promote violence, 
but rather a message of peaceful 
noncompliance. 

“What Oath Keepers is 
saying is ... when you get an order to 
go to somebody’s house and collect 
one of these guns, just stand down,” 
Shook said. “Say peacefully, ‘I refuse to 
carry out an unlawful order,’ and we, 
the organization, will do everything in 
our power to keep public pressure on 
your side to keep you from getting in 
trouble for standing down. That makes 
Oath Keepers extremely dangerous to 
the system.” — The Center for Public 
Integrity 29 Aug 14 

Government Surveillance 
Undermines Attorney-Client 
Privilege 

By Faiza Patel 

The government's 

monitoring attorney-client 

communications over prison email 
systems was on display in two New 
York cases this summer. Prosecutors 
argued that by using the prison- 
provided email system, inmates 
consented to monitoring. Inmates 
wanting to speak privately with their 
attorneys should have sent letters or 
arranged visits, they said. 

Defense attorneys 

countered that email is the modern 
version of postal mail, and should be 
afforded the same level of 
confidentiality. The judges reached 
opposite results in the two cases. 

The confidentiality of 
conversations between lawyers and 
their clients is the oldest privilege 
recognized by Anglo-American law. Its 
purpose is to "encourage full and frank 
communication between attorneys and 
their clients and thereby promote 
broader public interests in the 
observance of law and administration 
of justice." The privilege buttresses the 
constitutional right to counsel and the 
privilege against self-incrimination. 




Without the privilege, it is impossible for 
legal practitioners to give accurate legal 
advice because clients could never be 
certain they could tell their lawyers the 
whole story. 

It's not just prisons where 
the attorney-client privilege is being 
undermined. The Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act (FISA), created a court 
that operates in secret, can order 
covert surveillance of individuals the 
government alleges are probable 
"agents of a foreign power." The FISA 
statute purports to honor legal 
privileges, such as attorney-client 
communications, through secret 
"minimization procedures." 

In practice, the FISA 
minimization procedures do not prohibit 
the government's acquisition of 
privileged communications, but only 
prevent them from being introduced in 
court as evidence. So the government 
can covertly listen in on a subject's pre¬ 
indictment consultations with their 
lawyer and hear the lawyer's strategy, 
so long as they don't use the 
conversations as evidence at trial. 

Moreover, the FISA court 
has secretly authorized the government 
to collect Americans' international e- 
mails and phone records so long as it 
targets the foreign end of the 
communications, and to review 
domestic communications it picks up 
"inadvertently" because its filters don't 
properly exclude them. 

Some of these 
communications undoubtedly include 
confidential legal information protected 
by the privilege, but the special 
minimization procedures the court 
authorized for this provision only apply 
when the target is under criminal 
indictment. This mass surveillance 
program, combined with the weak 
protections for privileged attorney 
communications, undermines our legal 
system. 

To combat the risk that 
confidential conversations will get 

picked up by mass surveillance 

programs, lawyers have had to take 
extraordinary steps to protect client 

communications. 

According to Human Rights 
Watch, lawyers have declined to take 
on cases in which intelligence agencies 
might be interested, shouldered 

additional costs to meet face-to-face 
with witnesses and clients, and even 
switched to untraceable "burner" 
phones to communicate privately. 

It doesn't have to be this 
way. Under the Wiretap Act, originally 
passed in 1968, the government has 
built successful cases against 
organized crime, drug traffickers, and 


money launderers, while affording 
protection to communications between 
lawyers and clients. 

The integrity of our 
adversarial legal system requires that 
defendants be able to consult with their 
lawyers in private, and experience 
shows that it is possible to protect 
these communications without 
jeopardizing legitimate government 
interests. The bar should advocate 
adding stronger protections of attorney- 
client communications to the various 
FISA reforms currently under 
consideration in Congress. 

-- Brennan Center for Justice, 30 
August 2014 

Where are the Second 
Amendment’s Billionaires? 

By Kirby Ferris 

According to Forbes 
Magazine, there are 397 
BILLIONAIRES in America. A billion 
dollars is ONE THOUSAND MILLION 
DOLLARS. Chew on that for just a 
moment. 

Gun prohibitionist George 
Soros made #7. The Walton Family 
(Walmart) made #9, #10, and #11. Yes, 
Walmart sells rifles and ammo, but is 
also a major contributor to the lying 
cabal of authoritarian elitists knows as 
"Mayors Against Illegal Guns" (MAIG), 
an organization which is completely 
controlled by Michael Bloomberg, #12 
on the billionaire list. 

We don’t know who else 
might be as grotesquely entrenched 
against an armed American citizenry as 
Soros or Bloomberg, but you can bet 
there’s plenty of "quiet money" fueling 
the "gun control" movement in this 
nation. For instance: Warren Buffet is 
pals with Obama. 

On the other side, two 
notorious conservative billionaires jump 
right out at you: the Koch Brothers. 
Charles and David Koch share the #4 
slot. If these two fellows are supporting 
efforts to restore the Second 
Amendment, that’s great. 

One wonders if these 
billionaires think that if America falls 
into tyranny someday, they will be left 
with their vast holdings in Aspen, or 
that mansion in Hollywood will really be 
a very safe place. One wonders if these 
people get the "big picture", i.e. the 
kind of world their children, 
grandchildren, and great grandchildren 
will grow up in. 

Among the billionaires the 
vast majority who earned their own 
money must be more far-sighted than 
the average bear. 


But you can be a billionaire 
and lack wisdom. A wise American 
billionaire will realize that his or her 
wealth must live and grow in freedom 
based soil. That means defending the 
Bill of Rights. That means funding 
those people who, for years have 
proven they have their hearts and 
minds in the battle, in this case the 
battle to restore and then preserve the 
Second Amendment, the very Guardian 
of the Bill of Rights. 

A recent Gallup poll found 
that FORTY PERCENT of Americans 
admitted to owning a gun. You know 
that at least ten percent actually own a 
gun and thought best to keep the fact 
private. HALF OF AMERICA owns 
guns. So, you ultra-wealthy out there, 
give big, make a big deal about it, give 
to restore the Second Amendment. 
Because, if the balloon ever does go 
up, if you’ve stood with us, we’ll stand 
with you. In the final analysis it’s just 
enlightened self-interest. I’m sure you 
know what that means. 

-- JFPO article copyright 2011 

Federal Program Lets Cops 
Seize Cash, Evade State 
Laws, and Keep Over a Billion 
Dollars 

In a September 18 op-ed for 
The Washington Post John Yoder and 
Brad Cates, who headed the Asset 
Forfeiture Office at the U.S. 
Department of Justice from 1983 to 
1989, slammed civil forfeiture as a 
"complete corruption” and 

“fundamentally at odds with our judicial 
system and notions of fairness.” They 
believe civil forfeiture at the DOJ 
should be “abolished.” 

On September 6 The 
Washington Post reported that since 
9/11, using the civil forfeiture laws, 
without warrants and criminal charges, 
law enforcement nationwide has taken 
in $2.5 billion from 61,998 cash 
seizures. Under equitable sharing, local 
and state law enforcement collaborate 
with a federal agency, bypass state 
forfeiture laws, and pocket up to 80 
percent of the proceeds. Of that $2.5 
billion, local and state authorities kept 
$1.7 billion. 

Police typically pulled 
drivers over for minor traffic infractions. 
During the stop, police would look for 
“indicators” of suspicious, criminal 
activity: tinted windows, air fresheners, 
trash in the car, “a profusion of energy 
drinks,” “a driver who is too talkative or 
too quiet” and nervousness. For one 
Florida sheriff, “cars obeying the speed 
limit were suspect—their desire to 




avoid being stopped made them stand 
out.” 

On the grounds of 
suspicion, police search the car with a 
drug dog. If the dog alerts, police have 
probable cause to seize property. Out 
of nearly 62,000 cash seizures, in only 
4,455 cases—seven percent—did the 
government return at least a portion of 
the money taken. 

Since equitable sharing is a 
federal program, it can be very difficult 
to prevent local and state law 
enforcement from participating, even in 
states that have strong protections for 
property owners. In Utah voters 
overwhelmingly backed an initiative 
that sharply curtailed equitable sharing 
in 2000. Just $3,357 was transferred to 
Utah in fiscal year 2002 through 
equitable sharing. Undaunted, law 
enforcement convinced state 
lawmakers in 2004 to weaken the 
initiative, the first time since the 1960s 
that the legislature had overturned a 
citizen initiative. With the reforms 
gutted, over the past two years, Utah 
law enforcement has received over 
$2.8 million from equitable sharing. 

In North Carolina, the only 
state without civil forfeiture, law 
enforcement can only take property 
after a person has been convicted of a 
crime and gain nothing after a property 
has been forfeited. Yet by partnering 
with federal agencies, police there are 
doing an end-run around state law, 
seizing over $130 million under 
equitable sharing, keeping $96.9 
million. 

Civil forfeiture is by no 
means limited to drivers. The Institute 
for Justice has represented a motel 
owner, a landlord, grocery store 
owners, and just launched a major 
class-action lawsuit on behalf of 
homeowners in Philadelphia. 

Across the country, 298 
departments and 210 task forces, 
ranging from tiny Estelline, Tex. to 
Philadelphia, have seized at least 20 
percent of their budgets. Police 
departments have become “dependent, 
if not addicted to that revenue stream,” 
noted Norm Stamper, former Seattle 
Chief of Police. “It’s when that revenue 
becomes a line item in next year’s 
budget that you’re dealing with I think a 
corrupt practice,” he added. 

Prospects for reform are 
starting to brighten. Earlier this year, 
Minnesota enacted a landmark law that 
requires a criminal conviction or its 
equivalent before the government can 
forfeit property. In Congress, Sen. 
Rand Paul has proposed the Fifth 
Amendment Integrity Restoration 


(FAIR) Act, which would largely end 
equitable sharing. 

-- Forbes, 30 September 14 

Governor Vetoes N.J. 
Magazine Ban 

In July N.J.’s Gov. Chris 
Christie (R) vetoed legislation that 
would have banned the possession of 
ammunition magazines with a capacity 
of more than 10 rounds. 

Regrettably, N.J. still has a 
magazine capacity limit of 15 rounds, 
signed into law in 1990 by then- 
governor Jim Florio (D). Legislation to 
repeal the magazine ban passed in 
1992. Gov. Florio’s veto of the repeal 
was overridden by the Assembly but 
upheld by the Senate the following 
year. Since then N.J.’s murder rate has 
decreased by only 16 percent, while 
the national murder rate has decreased 
50 percent. 

-- America’s 1 st Freedom, October 2014 

The Worst Supreme Court 
Decisions 

This is my answer to a 
question posed on a list for legal 
academics: 

1. McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 US 316 
(1819). For the dictum on the 
expansive interpretation of the 
Commerce and Necessary clauses that 
opened the way for many other 
violations of original meaning. 

2. Barron v. Baltimore, 32 US 243 
(1833). Incorrectly held that the Bill of 
Rights did not extend the jurisdiction of 
federal courts to cases between a 
citizen and his state. Needed 14th 
Amendment to overturn it. 

3. Games v. Dunn, 39 US 322 (1840). 
Incorrectly held that only the judge, not 
the jury, could judge the law. 

4. Dred Scott v. Sandford, 60 US 393 
(1857). Incorrectly held that a Black 
could not be a citizen, and that the term 
"citizen" in Art. Ill did not include 
resident persons. Needed 14th 
Amendment to overturn it. 

5. Knox v. Lee, 79 US 457 (1871). 
Incorrectly allowed Congress to define 
legal tender on state territory, allowing 
fiat currency. Error extended by Julliard 
v. Greenman, 110 US 421 (1884). 

6. Slaughterhouse Cases, 83 US 36 
(1871). In dictum created precedent for 
excluding Privileges or Immunities 
Clause from the 14th Amendment. 

7. Kohl v. U.S., 91 US 367 (1875). 
Incorrectly extended federal eminent 
domain power to federal government 
over state territory, with the consent of 
the state legislature. 

8. Hurtado v. California, 110 US 516 
(1884). First of many cases that 


refused to "incorporate" Bill of Rights to 
jurisdiction over cases between a 
citizen and his state. 

9. In re Neagle, 135 US 1 (1890). Made 
federal actors immune from 
prosecution for violation of state laws. 

10. Sparf& Hansen v. U.S., 156 US 51 
(1895). Incorrectly confirmed exclusion 
of arguments on law from the hearing 
of a jury. 

11 . Selective Draft Law Cases, 245 US 
366 (1918). Incorrectly conferred power 
to conscript soldiers. 

12. Missouri v. Holland, 252 US 416 
(1920). Incorrectly allowed Congress to 
extend its constitutional powers through 
a treaty with a foreign nation. 

13. Frothingham v. Mellon, 262 US 447 
(1923). Incorrectly restricted standing 
to sue to those personally and 
particularly injured, blocking private 
prosecution of public rights. 

14. U.S. v. Butler, 297 US 1 1936). 
Incorrectly held that the Welfare Clause 
was a broad grant of power, and not 
just a restriction on the power to tax 
and spend. 

15. U.S. v. Darby, 312 US 100 (1941). 
Incorrectly extended interpretation of 
Commerce Clause and sustained 
power to criminally prosecute under it. 

16. Wickard v. Filburn, 317 US 111 
(1942). Conferred broad criminal 
powers to Congress over anything with 
a substantial effect" on "commerce". 

17. NFIB v. Sibelius, 567 US _ 

(2012). Incorrectly held that the power 
to tax includes the power to tax 
inactivity. 

Jon Roland 10/12/ 
2014www.constitution.org 

Ed.: We’d add Plessey v. 
Ferguson, 163 U.S. 537 (1896), 

upholding the constitutionality of state 
laws requiring racial segregation in 
public facilities under the doctrine of 
"separate but equal"; and Korematsu v. 
United States, 323 U.S. 214 (1944) 
holding that wartime internment of U.S. 
citizens of Japanese descent was 
constitutional. 

Don’t Thank Me for My 
Service Redux 

By Camilo Mac Bica 
A number of years ago, I 
wrote an article published at Truthout in 
which I asked not to be thanked for my 
"service" as a United States Marine 
Corps Officer during the war in 
Vietnam. It has received 51,000 "likes." 
While "dislikes" are not registered, 
judging by the feedback, I imagine that 
number to be significant as well. 

I was motivated to write for 
a number of reasons: First, I hoped to 
offer a sincere personal reflection to 




complement the mythology, lies and 
misinformation that has become so 
pervasive over the years, the latest 
being a Congressionally mandated 
"Commemoration" - probably 
"celebration" is more accurate - of the 
war's 50 th anniversary. I made no 
pretense to be speaking for anyone 
other than myself. 

Second, I attempted to 
express the profound and lasting 
impact the war had upon me, and so 
many others, who suffer from PTSD 
and moral injury - guilt, remorse, and 
shame for our involvement. 

Third, I hoped to draw 
attention to the plight of veterans 
whose needs continue to be ignored - 
23 veterans commit suicide each day - 
by a society that believes mouthing 
thanks and appreciation satisfies their 
obligation to those who fight their 
country's wars. Finally, and perhaps 
most importantly, the article expressed 
my acceptance of personal 
responsibility and culpability, as part of 
an errant American military machine, 
for the deaths of over 2 million 
Vietnamese, many of them civilians, 
and the destruction of their countryside 
by Agent Orange, dioxin poisoning that 
continues to have disastrous 
environmental and human effects - 
horrendous birth defects suffered by 
Vietnamese children born long after the 
war had ended. 

It is not my intent to rehash 
the argument for the criminality of the 
Vietnam War. One has only to read 
Daniel Ellsberg's "Pentagon Papers," or 
watch Robert McNamara in The Fog of 
War, or listen to Lyndon Baines 
Johnson's secret White House tapes to 
realize that the Vietnam War was 
unnecessary, based upon lies and 
deception, motivated by greed and 
political ambition, and fueled by a 
communist hysteria and paranoia 
instigated and perpetuated by 
charlatans and opportunists. 

Some, perhaps a majority of 
combat veterans, found my perspective 
cathartic and expressive of how they 
felt, but were unable, or chose not, to 
articulate. 

Others disagreed, some 
offering coherent and interesting 


counterpoints. A few attacked me 
personally, angrily questioning my 
patriotism, even my having been in the 
military at all, condemning me as 
mentally unstable, weak, misguided, 
and as defaming the sacrifices of the 
injured and killed. Though ad hominem 
attacks add little to the dialogue, civil 
and rational discussion is always 
appreciated and valuable, so I thank 
everyone who took the time to voice 
their opinion, supportive or critical. 

I remain adamant that 
participating in the aggression and 
barbarism of the Vietnam War 
constitutes neither service to country - 
exactly what service did I provide? - nor 
something for which I should be proud 
or thanked. 

-- Truthout Op-Ed 24 August 2014 
Camillo "Mac" Bica, PhD, is a 
professor of philosophy at the School of 
Visual Arts in New York City. He is the 
coordinator of the Long Island Chapter 
of Veterans for Peace. 

Mexican Government Paying 
to Help Shield Illegal 
Immigrants in U.S. from 
Deportation 

According to a Sept. 30 
report from National Public Radio, the 
Mexican government through its 50 
consulates around the U.S. has been 
helping to fund low-income illegal 
immigrants to apply for President 
Obama’s Deferred Action for Childhood 
Arrivals program, or DACA — which 
shields illegal immigrants from 
deportation and allows them to work in 
the U.S. 

NPR’s report details the 
story of Tania Guzman, an illegal 
immigrant who said the cost of applying 
for DACA worried her, but she was able 
to afford it after her pro-bono lawyer 
from California-based Public Counsel 
told her she could access financial help 
from the Mexican Consulate in Los 
Angeles. 

Mexico paid for all 
Guzman’s attorney fees and application 
fees, according to NPR. In the end 
Guzman told NPR she paid just $50. 

Since 2012, the year DACA 
began, the Mexican Consulate in Los 


Angeles has assisted more than 260 
Mexican illegal immigrants apply for 
protections under DACA. 

Julian Escutia, an official 
with the Mexican Embassy in 
Washington, told NPR that it does not 
keep track of how many illegal 
immigrants’ DACA applications they 
fund.” 

"Our main objective is the 
well-being of our nationals wherever 
they are," he said. "So what we want 
for them is that they are successful and 
really continue contributing to this 
country [the U.S.],” she told NPR. 

Escutia added to NPR that 
the heated political debate surrounding 
the program is an issue for the U.S. to 
deal with. 

"We are not entering into 
the political debate about DACA," he 
said. "It's one option that is available to 
our nationals, and if they choose to 
apply for it, we are certainly happy to 
help them." 

And while the practice may 
seem inappropriate, it is not illegal. As 
NPR reports, a U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services official said it has 
"no way of knowing where any fees 
might have originated. 

— www.breitbart.com 10 October 2014 

Ed.: Maybe the Mexican 
government will expand the program to 
include their “nationals’” medical bills? 
Incarceration bills? Education? 

In Memorium - Art Goodstone 
(1922-2014) 

Heaven has called another 
patriot home. I understand that each of 
us, one day, will also pass away. That 
in itself is sad but it is a part of life. 
What I do find sad is this patriot, who 
gave many decades of his time, which 
is his life, to do his part in recapturing 
the spirit of our Republic, had to push 
through many obstacles and he knew 
that he would never experience true 
freedom. 

I salute this patriot, who 
also is my friend, for all that he gave. 
Art, you will be missed! 

Earl Dickey 
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